iimt-s ignores best evidence oi Kennedy assassination 


Your May 21 editorial "Best evi- 
dence" was slightly illusive. You 
suggest that two doctors, Dr. 
James J. Humes and Dr. J. Thorn- 
ton Boswell, appeared at a press 
conference with new information 
regarding their examination of 
the body of President John E Ken- 
nedy on the evening of Nov. 22, 
1963. The fact is they neither ap- 
peared at the press c onference 
^nor provided new information - " * 
" That much of the controversy 
about the assassination emanates 
from the autopsy rendered by 
these physicians is central to the 
issue of their credibility in 1992. 
Should you doubt that the autopsy 
performed on President Kennedy 
was shoddy, it need only be com- 
pared to Warren Commission 
Document 320. the autopsy per- 
formed by Dr. Earl Rose, then 
medical examiner in Dallas, on 
Lee Harvey Oswald. It is signifi- 
cant that Dr. Rose’s autopsy of Os- 
wald was not included in the War- 
ren Report despite President 
Johnson's Executive Order 11130 
directing investigation into the 
subsequent violent death of the 
man charged with the assassina- 
tion. Comparison immediately re- 
veals why Dr. Rose’s autopsy 
wasn’t included; it would have em- 
barrassed the government’s au- 
topsy of the president. 

TWo facts regarding the pres- 
ident’s autopsy are offered in light 
of your editorial: 

CS Dr. Humes and Dr. Boswell 
did not know that the anterior 
throat wound, which they thought 
was a simple tracheostomy, was in 
fact a bullet wound until the fol- 
lowing day when Dr. Humes spoke 
with Dr. Malcom Perry in Dallas. 

A review of Page 4 of the autopsy 
reveals the problem created when 
Dr. Humes describes the “ upper 
right posterior thorax ” wound as 
"presumably of entry." Continu- 
ing, he describes the anterior 
neck wound, which he never ex- 
amined as a bullet wound thusiy: 

“ The wound presumably of exit 
was that described by Dr. Malcom 
Perry of Dallas in the low anterior 
cervical region.” The operative 
term regarding the wounds being 
“presumably.” Autopsy reports 
should provide facts, not specula- 
tion, the accepted exception being 
the autopsy of an assassinated 
president. 

13 The fact that the autopsy 
physicians did not completely 
trace the path of the bullet wound 
in the back created concern as to 
the accuracy of their connecting 
the wounds of the back and throat. 
This, coupled with their probe of 



the back wound that indicated one 
whose terminus could be felt with 
their fingers, vitiates the conten- 
tion that the two wounds were en- 
trance and exit wounds caused by 
the same bullet. 

The issue of why they did not 
trace the course of the bullet was 
best addressed by Dr. Pierre 
Finek, the third attending physi- 
cian, when questioned during Jim 
Garrison’s trial of Clay Shaw. Dr. 
Finck , when asked why they didn’t 
trace t~ fie path of the bullet state d 
Jiad er oath that th ey were ordered 
not to. Whether Dr. Finck was 
trutfiTul or not, the fact remains 
that they did not trace the course 
of the bullet. That this was a 
prime purpose of the autopsy has 
been overlooked. 

Lastly, the role of Adm. George 
G. Burkely, personal physician to 
the president, has been ignored 
for 30 years. Adm. Burkely was 
one of the few people present at 
every significant location the day 
of the assassination; in the motor- 
cade and at Parkland Hospital in 
Dallas, in Air Force One during 
the return trip, and at Bethesda 
Hospital during the autopsy. Adm. 
Burkely signed President Ken- 
nedy’s death certificate, which co- 
incidentally wasn’t included in 
the Warren Report. The reason 
for its exclusion: His location of 
President Kennedy's wounds dev- 
astated the single-bullet theory 
permitted by linking the back and 
throat wounds. He also verified 
the clinical drawings made dur- 
ing the autopsy, but in the version 
reproduced in the Warren Report 
this verification was conveniently 
and neatly excised. He was never 
called as a witness before the War- 
ren Commission. The reason was 
that his knowledgeability regard- 
ing Kennedy's death and the loca- 
tion of the wounds would nave 
placed him at odds with the 
single-buliet theory crafted from 
the flawed autopsy. 

That The Times chooses to sup- 
port the single-gunman theory of 
the Warren Commission is unfor- 
tunate. Despite the rhetoric from 


both supporters and critics of the 
Warren Commission, one fact 
emerges from the debate, and 
that is that aii the facts are not 
known. That the critics and the 
public don't know what they don’t 
know is not a cause for blame. It 
is the fault of a government that 
failed to fully and completely in- 
vestigate the murder of a pres- 
ident and then failed to provide 
what it did know to the nation it 
serves. We may never know the 
full truth about Kennedy’s death, 
but our best opportunity for dis- 
covery rests with the critics and 
an open-minded and inquiring 
free press. 
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Alas, it is evident by now from 
your editorial of May 21 on the 
testimony of the naval doctors 
who performed the autopsy on 
John E Kennedy that The Wash- 
ington Times, too, throwing away 
all claims to being an objective 
investigative newspaper, fer- 
reting out the truth in the face of 
all obstacles, wants desperately to 
believe in the lone-gunman theory, 
to the extent that it is willing to 
conclude sarcastically that if the 
good naval doctors have spoken, 
the case is settled. 

No matter that they have ex 
post facto invented a new law of 
physics they call the “jet propul- 
sion effect" which contradicts the 
law of conservation of momen- 
tum, which has served mankind 
flawlessly since its conception, 
and claim that the pattern of the 
cranial wound is for some reason 
explained by yet another law of 
physics (unnamed) that (and I can 
hear them spluttering) “is fool- 
proof — absolutely, unequivocally, 
and without question." Where 
have I heard such ex cathedra 
pronouncements before? They re- 
call the Warren Report itself and 
its frantic efforts to exclude other 
evidence: “to the exclusion of all 
other weapons." etc. 

Real conservatives should be 
aghast at the possibility that such 
amassassination can take place in 
this country, that in effect a coup 
d'etat took place here in a manner 
reminiscent of a banana republic, 
and should shudder at the demon- 
stration of the power of the gov- 
ernment to deceive its citizenry. Is 
this democracy? No. This is totali- 
tarianism. 

JOHN D.S. MUHLENBERG 
Vienna 
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